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0. In the following I intend to discuss two related topics: it will 
be shown that petrified prepositional phrases like 
zcanaparhayn ‘underway’ provide evidence for the existence of an 
ablative ending -ay with nouns of the Classical Armenian a-stems. 
This ending is the regular one for proper names; its attestation 
with nouns may enable us to explain the origin of the inflection of 
proper names in Classical Armenian. It will be argued that the 
inflectional paradigm of proper names resulted from a split within 
the a-declension; that it developed under influence of the o-stems; 
that the motivation for its further development can be found in the 
distribution of nominal gender in pre~Classical Armenian. | 


1. In Classical Armenian, words belonging to the a-inflection fall 

into two groups: nouns and proper names, each showing a different 

set of forms in the singular: l 
Nom.-Acc. am ‘year Vardan 


Gen.-Dat. ami Vardanay 
Loc. ami Vardan(ay) 
Abl. amé - Vardanay 
Instr. amaw Vardanaw 


In the plural of this declensional class, nouns and names show no 
difference (Nom.Pl. -k‘, Acc.-Loc.Pl. -s, Gen.-Dat.-Abl.Pl. -ac', 
Instr.Pl. -aw&'). 


57 


Proper names include names of persons and geographical names 
(especially, but not exclusively, those that end in -ia). It is not 
necessary for a name to be inflected according to the a-inflection, 
but if it is, it always follows the above pattern, though often 
showing some inconsistency in the addition of the endings to the 
stem. This results in such patterns as: ArSak: ArSakay, Asia: 
Asiay, Lukas: Lukay. For these patterns, which I shall not go into 
here, I refer to the usual textbooks, and the overview in Djahukian 
(1982.96-97). It is possible for a word to be inflected both as a 
noun and as a proper name; Meillet (1913.49) cites varaz, 
varazi ‘boar’ next to Varazay, the proper name. 

Apart from proper names, a small group of about 25 foreign 
words -- technical terms which never became integrated loans -- 
is inflected according to the -ay, -aw pattern. Thus: aygi tearn 
sabawovt'ay ‘the vineyard of the lord sabaoth’ (Chrys. kaxeal 
kayr zcaroyn sabekay Gen 22,13: katéxouevoç £v qui oapek. For 
the greater part, such nouns are Hebraic words, taken from the 
Bible; they are later intrusions into the language. From Greek one 
can cite the well-known form hiwfeay in Yeznik, or a case like i 
sop'estiay ‘in the (book titled) sophistes’ (Davitt Anyalt'). Such 
words are listed in Adjarian (1957.480) and Djahukian 
(1959.281-282). 

From a synchronic point of view, the a-inflection of proper 
names shows the following set of correspondences with the other 
vocalic noun-clauses: 


u-stems o- a~names a- ya- yo- i- 
singular: | 
N.Acc. gah beran Varaz am teli hogi sirt 
Loc. gahi beran Varaz(ay) ami tetwoj hogi srti 
G.Dat. gahu beranoy Varazay ami  telwoy hogwoy  srti 
Abl. gahu(y) beranoy Varazay tetwoy hogwoy 

gahué telwojé 

gahé amé srté 


Inst. gahu(w) beranov Varazaw amaw teleaw hogwov  srtiw 
Plural: 
GDAbI. gahuc' beranoc‘ titanac‘  amac' tefeac‘’ hogwoc'  srtic' 

*Gahuy and *gahuw are the forms underlying the attested 
form gahu. 

The type Varaz not rarely has a zero ending in the Locative, 
a fact that is not mentioned in our grammars. Cf. Deut 2,4 or 
bnakeal en i Seir ‘that are living in Séir’ as against Gen 14,6 or i 
lerinn Seiray ‘that (are) on the mountain Séir.’ 

As Godel (1975.29) remarks, our grammars consider the 
inflection of a-names from the synchronic point of view as a 
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subtype of the a-inflection rather than of the o-inflection or as an 

inflectional class in its own right; this classification receives its 
justification from the plural inflection, where the names go along 
with the a-stems. An example of a proper name used in the plural 
is Bahalim ‘Baal’ 1 Kings 12,10. 

From a diachronic point of view it is obvious that the 
inflection of the a-names has been influenced by the o-inflexion. 


2. Apart from the a-stems, a special ending for proper names is 
also attested in the inflection of the ya-stems (from a historical 
point of view, ya-stems are an offshoot of the a-inflection, 
representing old *ya-stems). Proper names belonging to this class 
have a Gen.Dat.Abl. in -eay (Jensen 1959.53): Esawi : Esaweay. 

Special attention should be given to the words in -uAi. This 
suffix belongs to the ya-inflection; it forms female names (e.g., 
Tigranuhi next to Tigran) or nouns indicating females. Our 
grammars teach that personal names form their Gen., Dat., and - 
Abl. in -uhe-ay, whereas nouns in -uhi (such as t‘aguhi ‘queen,’ 
arak‘el-uhi ‘female apostle’) are inflected according to the regular 
pattern of a ya-stem (Gen.-Dat. -uhwoy etc.; Jensen [1959.53]; 
Abrahamyan [1964.25-28]). We shall discuss the paradigm of these 
words in more detail below (section 11). 


3. The inflection of names was preserved, and slightly expanded, 
in Middle Armenian (in this period, we find e.g., a genitive 
sult'anay). Also, -uheay forms with nouns (not only with proper 
names) are found in this period. Karst (1901.157) regards these 
forms as innovations with respect to the Classical situation (where, 
as was said above, nouns should have -uhwoy). I shall call this 
view into question below (section 11). A list of relevant words is 
given in Aknarkner (1975.26). 

In Modern Armenian, a special inflection for proper names is 
absent from the literary (Eastern or Western) usage. But traces of 
the Classical and Middle Armenian situation have maintained 
themselves in a number of modern dialects. 

Thus, in Meghri, all names of persons and certain 
geographical names take a genitive in -a (-à) (Atayan 
[1954.153-155]). In Van, geographical names take an ablative in 
-a (the normal ablative ending being -ic', Adjarian (1952.116). In 
Mush, some personal names, some geographical names and the 
names of the months belong to a separate inflectional paradigm 
which continues the Classical a-inflection (Gen.Sg. and Abl.Sg. 
both ending in -a; Baldasaryan-T'ap'alc'yan [1958.88-89]). Although 
these dialects all diverged in developing an early, Classical 
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feature, they attest to a special inflection for proper names as a 
well-established category. 

In overview, a special inflection for proper names has been 
present in Armenian since the Classical period up to modern times. 
In the Classical period, this special inflection took its origin from 
the proper names of the a- (and ya-) inflection. Or, to state it 
more clearly: the Classical a-inflection is the only one to have 
developed a special set of endings for proper names. 


4. The origin of the a-inflection of proper names has attracted 
little attention. As far as I am aware, its diachronic status has 
hardly been discussed. 

Rather cursorily, Meillet (1936.72-73) remarks that the Gen.Sg. 
in -ay "ne représente pas une forme ancienne des thémes 
arméniens en -a-." This opinion cannot be doubted from the point 
of view of PIE; but the questions when, why, and how the ending 
-ay was introduced have not been asked. 

Godel (1975.29) stresses the marginal position of the -ay form 
which "does not suit genuine Armenian words, and is mostly 
substantiated by Iranian, Syriac or Greek proper names. . . Nouns 
and adjectives are exceptional"! Here, too, one remains unaware 
of any difficulty in explaining the origin of these allegedly 
marginal forms. 

The fact that this inflection is used for proper names of 
foreign origin can hardly serve to prove the incidental character of 
the -ay forms as long as no model or motivation for their origin 
and spread has been provided. Also Godel's view not only neglects 
the fact that there are hardly any Armenian names that are not of 
foreign origin, but it is also contradicted simply by the fact that 
names which are mentioned as "indigenous" or as belonging to the 
earliest onomastic layer by Adjarian (1962.346-347) (such as Giwt, 
Hayk), are for the greater part inflected as a-stems.? 


1. Words that are normally incorporated into the Armenian 
language only show ay-forms when used as names: thus 
oskeak 'gold mine' (Gen. oskekay) in Deut 1,1 translating Greek 
 Kataxpobota. Bosor (Hebr."323 bşr) ‘dark, red’ is used in the Bible 
as a proper name (e.g., Gen 36,33 i Bosoray, Gr. £x Boooppac) and 
only later in Armenian literature as an (uninflected) adjective. On 
anoys see note 7; on bosor see Greppin 1980. 

2. In all fairness, it must be remarked that it is difficult to 
find inflected forms of these "indigenous" names (like Arjan, 
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The group of technical terms showing -ay forms does not 
prove an ephemeral character of such forms either; rather the 
inflection of these words points to the existence of a well 
established pattern to which lexical "Fremdkórper" could be 
adapted. — 

It is my opinon that there are strong indications that the 
-ay forms originally were not restricted to the proper nouns. These 
indications can be found in certain adverbs in -ayn. 


5. Classical Armenian possesses a few formations in -ayn. Among 
these, there is a group that mostly functions as adverbs, though 
adjectival function is possible (Meillet [1913.33]). To this group 
belong the following, semantically closely related, words*: 

Adverbs indicating time: arzamayn, noynzamayn, noynhetayn 
(or, separated, i noyn £amayn, noyn hetayn, znoyn hetayn, noyn 
zhetayn^) all meaning ‘immediately, at once’ (Zam ‘time,’ het ‘trace, 
step’). Of these words, arzamayn also occurs as an adjective 
‘recent, new.’ In Classical Armenian, an original adverb not rarely 
functions as an adjective or substantive (cf., apa adv. ‘next,’ adj. 
‘coming, future’). 

GiSerayn ‘at night’ (next to giseroyn), vatordayn ‘morning 
(subst. -o-, or -i- stem); in the morning, early’ (a word 
*valord does not exist). 

It is probable that the morphologically and semantically 
difficult words amarayni ‘summertime’ (amarn), garnayni ‘spring 
(subst); vernal (adj? (garun) and jmerayni ‘winter’ (jmern), rather 
than being derivations from forms in -ayin (garnayin etc.), are 
formed with the suffix -i from an adverbial formation in -ayn. 


Tirayr) in our oldest texts (i.e. before Moses Khorenatsi). Also, 
the existence of a later spread of the ay-forms is probable. Names 
in ~ik (like Asttik) are inflected as n-stems, like the corresponding 
nouns; but we do find Eznik: Eznkay (next to Eznkan). See 
Adjarian 1962.346-353 for an overview of the onomastic layers in 
Armenian and Schmitt 1983.106-108 for Iranian names in Armenian. 

3. The adjectives erkayn ‘long,’ layn ‘wide,’ unayn ‘empty’ 
are left out of consideration, as well as adjectival derivations of 
the substantives orovayn ‘belly,’ ostayn ‘texture, web’ and the root 
of the verb sunayn-em ‘to sight’ (Sirach 30.50). 

4. The variant noyn zhetayn is mentioned in the Venice 
Dictionary with one reference only, the 8th century Armenian 
translation of Dionysios Arcopagites. 
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Modal adverbs: hamayn, hamangamayn ‘whole (adj., i-stem); 
entirely (adv.); miangamayn ‘completely; at the same time’ 
(angam ‘time, turn’). 

lreleayn ‘tacitly (also used as an adjective) (cf. Ilem ‘to be 
silent’; formed according to a productive pattern (ya-adjectives in 
-eli, derived with -i from an infinitive), cf. Meillet (1913,33). In 
this particular case a word *lreli is not actually attested. 
Yankarcayn ‘unexpectedly,’ also yankarcoyn (ankarc ‘unexpected’) 

Distributive expressions: zlearn lernayn ‘(to go) from mountain 
to mountain, by mountain paths.’ Orm zormayn ‘from one place to 
the other’ (orm *wall). Zéanaparhayn ‘on the road, underway 
(adv.) (Canaparh ‘road’). 

The conjunction sakayn ‘yet, nevertheless’ (sak ‘condition etc., 
cf. Meillet (1913.135) "unter solchen Bedingungen"; Pedersen 
(1905.24=1982.28): "dans la méme mesure, y compris"). | 


6. These words fully justify the assumption of the existence of a 
suffix -ayn.? This suffix had a limited productivity within a small 
semantic range. Its origin has not been explained. 

Adjarian (1965.219) considered adverbs in -ayn as 
counterparts of the adverbs in -oyn. This correct observation 
provides no immediate clarification, as adverbs in -oyn are even 
less frequent than those in -ayn: apart from the words giseroyn, 
yankarcoyn (mentioned above) and iskoyn 'immediately,' 
oljoyn ‘all, whole, uroyn ‘separately’ (which will be discussed in 
the next section) one finds: miahaloyn, hamahatoyn ‘at once’ 
(hat ‘time, turn’), erekoyn ‘in the evening’ (erek ‘evening’) and 
kendanwoyn ‘during life’ (kendani ‘living’). 

Of these adverbs, erekoyn and kendanwoyn can be analyzed as 
adverbial formations with an article and compared with the type 
which Jensen (1959.179) (not in all instances convincingly) 
considers as an original genitive. Examples are: arawawt-utc'‘) ‘in 
the morning,’ araj-oy ‘in front of,’ yet-oy ‘afterwards,’ 
artak'-oy ‘externally.’ These words, may indeed provide a model 
for the analysis of the adverbs in -ayn. I am inclined to regard 
such formations as an ablative rather than a genitive (archaic 
ablatives without a preposition) on the strength of such adverbs as 
(i) nerk‘oy ‘under, i veroy ‘above, i mawtoy ‘near.’ 


5. Meillet 1913.33; Murvalyan 1955.275; Jensen 1959.39; 
Adjarian 1965.218-219; Greppin 1975.68; Arak'elyan 1984.87. 
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7. Pedersen (1905.18-25-1982.23-29), in his discussion of the 
words in -ayn and -oyn, analyzed them as pre-apocope formations 
with a suffix -in, showing a trace of the old inflectional vowel. 
Thus, the demonstrative noyn ‘same’ is analyzed *no-inV. 
Pre-apocope character of these formations is proven by such 
formations as anden ‘there’ < *ande-inV or jezén ‘you yourself.’ I 
do not doubt Pedersen's explanation of this type of words (cf. 
Weitenberg 1983). Likewise, I consider Pedersen's similar analysis 
of iskoyn, uroyn and oljoyn as probably correct. Also, with respect 
to the words in -ayn, it seems that Pedersen is right in finding the 
suffix *inV attached to an original feminine a@-stem in the case of 
miayn (-o-stem) ‘alone’ and amenayn (-i-stem) ‘all.’ But from this, 
as it seems to me, correct analysis it does not follow that all words 
in -ayn, especially the adverbs mentioned above, should be 
analyzed in this way. 

As for the adverbs meaning ‘all’ (hama yn, hamangama yn, 
miangamayn), it is a moot point whether one considers them as 
independent formations (old, pre-apocope, -a-stems with -inV or 
as analogical formations next to amenayn (cf. Pedersen 
[1905.23-1982.27]). 

For the remaining words in -ayn one might consider a 
derivation with -n from a noun in -a y. Such an analysis is 
explicitly and rightly rejected by Greppin (1975.68) "since ay does 
not form adverbs, and only rarely adjectives." 

It is possible, however, to consider a certain number of the 
formations in -ayn that are mentioned in section 5. as adverbs 
formed with the article -n from an old ablative in -ay, the same 
form that we find in the declension of proper names. 

This hypothesis can best be supported by the petrified 
prepositional phrases arzamayn and zéanaparhayn. 


8. The word zéanaparhayn ‘underway’ can be confidently 
analyzed as a formation with the preposition z- followed by an 
ablative form (Canaparh ‘road’ consistently is an a-stem) and the 
article -n. It is especially the fact that the expression does not 
occur without the initial z- that lends credit to this analysis. The 
formation of this expression is similar to the adv. zaygoy ‘in the 
morning’ (next to the o-stem ayg ‘dawn’) that shows the same use 
and meaning of the preposition z-. The distributive meaning of the 
expressions zlearn lernayn and orm zormayn (although the use of 
-ayn in these words is due to analogical spread) is parallel to the 
formation zhet heté and het zhete (both ‘gradually, step by step’) 
which supports the view that the suffix -ayn indeed Der an 
ablative etymologically. 
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Without additional explanation, Jensen (1959.39) derived the 
word arzamayn (taken as an original adjective meaning 
‘gegenwärtig, neu’) from the prepositional phrase ar zami ‘fiir den 
Augenblick’ (the existence of which seems to me less than evident). 
This analysis does not provide an explanation. 

The existence of the following words supports the view that 
arzamayn is formed with -n: arzamays '(adv.) at present, now; for 
the present’? and arzamayk' (plur.) ‘the present world, things 
temporal, the moderns' (both words occur with Chrysostomus and 
elsewhere). These words strongly suggest a derivation from a 
nominal element *arzamay: derivation from arzamayn would have 
resulted in **arzamayn-s and **arzamayn-K'. The word arzamays is 
formed with the deictic element ~s and supports an analysis of 
arzamayn as a fossilized prepositional phrase consisting of the 
preposition a£ with an archaic case-form of zam, followed by the 
article -n, originally meaning ‘at the time.’ 

Thus, it is probable that atzamayn indeed represents an 
archaic case-form of the Armenian a-inflection. The precise label 
of this case-form is not easy to establish, however: the preposition 
ar means ‘towards; at, with’ and is followed by an accusative, 
genitive, dative, ablative, or instrumental (cf. Künzle 1984.66-69). 
Ar can be used to indicate temporal relations, but this usage is not 
restricted to one single case form. 

The word Zam is an Iranian loanword, and in the Bible (as 
elsewhere) it is inflected both as an a-stem and as an u-stem. In 
this inflectional ambiguity I see no objection against the view 
expressed here: given the fact that the reason why a word is 
assigned to a given inflectional class in Armenian is most often 
unclear, a close study of such archaic formations as arzamayn will 
contribute to our understanding of the prehistoric development of 
the stem classes of Classical Armenian. In the case of zam it is 
important to have established that an archaic derivation, arzamayn, 
points to the a-inflection. 

It will be clear that, within the perspective offered here, 
formations in -ayn that are derived from substantives that 
themselves are not a-stems should be considered as analogical 
formations. This is the case with noyn hetayn: het (-o-stem); zlearn 
lernayn: learn (-n-stem); orm zormayn: orm (-o-stem); vatordayn. 

No certainty on historical primacy can be obtained in the case 
of giSerayn / gi$eroyn : giser is both an a- and an o-stem in our 


6. A mistake for ar zam mi? 
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oldest texts. The form giSeroyn can be explained like erekoyn: a 
genitive form followed by the article. 

The forms yankarcayn and yankarcoyn do not offer a clue as 
to their status (original or analogical formation). 


9, There is evidence to support the assumption that /releayn. too, 
represents an inflectional form of the original paradigm of the 
ya-stems. The formation of /releayn is parallel to the adverb 
kendanwoyn (from the adjective kendani ‘alive,’ which belongs to 
the ya-inflection). The latter word is a more recent formation, 
showing the younger ablative form. 

The view that /releayn is an archaic formation is also 
supported by the fact that a (perfectly possible) simplex *Ireli is 
not attested in our texts. 


10. One expects to find further traces of archaic a-forms in 
Classical Armenian. One of the best examples is represented by the 
preposition i veray ‘on, upon,’ formed like e.g., i mawtoy (‘from a 
distance’ >) ‘near.’ Together with the related adverb i 
veroy ‘above,’ we here have a pair showing an old adjective that 
preserves forms from both the a- and the o-inflection. 

Thus, the form zéanaparhayn shows, that an ablative in 
-ay once could be used in the inflection of all a-stems. This is 
attested also by the form veray and, for the ya-stems, by the 
adverb lreleayn. The case form preserved in arzamayn cannot be 
established with certainty. 

Before trying to judge this ending against the background of 
what is known about the prehistory of the Classical Armenian 
nominal inflection, I shall try to establish the distribution of the 
-ay forms in the Classical language more precisely. As has been 
shown, we find this ending in petrified expressions and in proper 
names. Apart from these, we also find it in the nouns in -uAi. This 
fact, the importance of which has been overlooked, will be 
discussed in the next section. 


11. The "canonical" distribution of proper names in -uhi showing 
an inflectional form -uheay (cf. Hamazaspuheay in Faustus 
[1883.152]), as against nouns in -uhi having forms in 
-uhwoy (section 2.), is contradicted by a series of interesting 
instances of -uhi nouns cited by Karst (1901.157-8) from the 
Armenian translation of the Pseudo-Callisthenes Historia 
Alexandri; in this work we find (unexpected) genitive-dative forms 
in -uheay with the nouns astuacuhi ‘goddess,’ Castuacuhi heathen) 
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goddess, k'rmuhi ‘priestess’ (next to the artificial formation 
k‘rmanoys 'priestess which possesses a gen. k‘rmanuSay). Karst 
cited these forms as "nichtclassisch," but we know that the 
Armenian translation of this work can be dated before Moses 
Khorenatsi (Thomson 1978.20-22). The work is traditionally dated 
to the first period of the so-called Hellenizing School (which itself, 
not without discussions, is dated ca. 570-730 or earlier)? To a later 
period of this same School belong the translations of Plato's 
Laws and Timotheos. Here we find the "correct" form 
astuacuhoy (for astuacuhwoy). 

According to Karst, the forms astuacuheay etc. in the Historia 
Alexandri prove a secondary spread of the ay-inflection from 
names to nouns at a later stage of the Armenian language. Now 
that we can date the Historia more precisely, the opposite may 
well be the case; there most probably is no question of a 
generalization of the -uheay form (from names to nouns) but, 
conversely, we can witness its specialization (from more general 
use to names only). This specialization and the spread of the 
-uhwoy forms over the nouns in -uhi may even be considered a 
purely literary affair, because Middle Armenian preserved (as it 
seems to me, not "introduced," as is Karsts opinion) the 
-uheay forms with nouns (as in the genitive t'aguhe, cited by 
Karst).? 


7. The Iranian loan anoyS ‘sweet’ when used as an 
adjective belongs to the i-class and at the same time is one of the 
few adjectives that present inflectional forms of the n-stems 
(Inst.Pl. iwtovk' anuSiwk' ‘with sweet ointments,’ Acc.Pl. ziwis 
anuSuns, Bible; cf. Jensen 1959.58). When used as a proper name, 
the word is inflected as an a-stem: Gen.-Dat.Sg. AnuSay in 
Khorenatsi. Used as a suffix it forms proper names designating 
females: VardanoysS, SahakanoysS. These proper names, too, are 
inflected as a-stems: ArSanusay (Khorenatsi). A formation like 
k‘rmanoys is artificial in that it is formed with anoyš without 
being a proper name. Such artifical forms are not uncommon in 
Hellenophile texts. 

8. For a discussion of the chronology of the Hellenizing 
School see Terian 1982. 

9. This statement, bold as it may seem, is supported by the 
actual chronological distribution of the inflectional forms of 
-uhi nouns, as far as this distribution is known to me on the basis 
of the material available in the Venice Dictionary, the Yerevan 
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12. From the data discussed here I conclude the following: within 
the a-stems we grasp the final stage of a process which resulted in 
the distribution of two endings within a single stem class, the 
ablative in -ay and the one in -e. 

How can we explain this process and how can we account for 
this distribution? 

These questions can be answered only after an assessment of 
the 
-ay paradigm in relation to the o-stems. From the fact that the 
ablative type Varazay has been established as archaic, it does not 
follow that the inflectional paradigm of the type Varaz given 
above (section 1.) as a whole is the original paradigm of all 
a-nouns. The perfect parallelism of the -ay (and -eay) endings 
with the paradigm of the o-stems strongly suggests that the latter 
have influenced the former. Indeed, whereas the genitive of the 
o-stems is easily explained from inherited *-osyo, one would run 
into serious difficulties when assuming an inherited genitive ending 
-ay: in that case, the existence of the genitive in -i (ami) would be 
unexplainable. Therefore, I believe that the endings in -ay with 
proper names and with -uhi are the result of analogical influence 
of the o-stems upon this special group of a-stems. 

The analysis of zCanaparhayn and similar words adduces a 
new fact: obviously, there has been a stage for all words of the 
a-declension, not just for proper names, during which they were 
subject to analogical influence from the o-stems. This stage can 
only have been reached at the time of the apocope. In the case of 
the Abl.Sg. one can illustrate this stage very clearly: 

Pedersen (1905b:223-224 [1982:85-86]) has shown that from an 


Concordances and the Leiden Armenian Data-base. The inflected 
forms that one finds are either later than the ones cited in section 
11, or their date cannot be established with certainty. Thus, in 
Khorenatsi we find one relevant form only: t'aguhwoy-n from 
t'aguhi ‘queen’ (the plural forms t'aguheac', erutasarduheac' -- from 
eritasarduhi ‘young female -- and astuacuheac' are of no relevance 
in our present context). The references for t‘aguhwoy and for the 
forms tiruhwoy (tiruhi lady), ark'ayuhwoy (ark'ayuhi ‘queen’) that 
are cited in the Venice Dictionary, are taken from the 
Sharakans and from Shnorhali (11th century) or later authors. 
Though many of the Sharakans belong to the Classical period, I 
am unable to date these references. On the dating of the 
Sharakans in general see Ertlbauer 1985.15 ff. 
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etymological point of view, the ablative in -ë is not an ending but 
a particle that has been added to the original locative in order to 
remove the homonymy of locative and ablative. With Godel 
(1975:105) I accept this view; therefore, I do not consider it 
possible to derive the ablative in -ay from an ending *-ati or 
*-atos. Kortlandt (1984:103) concluded that the homonymy of 
locative and ablative was a result of the apocope. Thus, in the case 
of the inherited a-stems the attested ablative pattern 
STEM+é betrays that, as a result of the apocope, the inherited 
ablative ending (probably *-ad) was reduced to zero (as was the 
inherited locative ending). In fact, all singular endings of the 
a~stems, with the exception of the instrumental, were probably 
reduced to zero by the apocope. The attested paradigms of the 
type am and Tigran show that the a-stems removed the homonymy 
that resulted from the apocope in two ways: either by developing a 
paradigm in analogy to the o-stems or by developing a paradigm 
of the type of am. The forms of the type zCanaparhayn that were 
discussed above attest to a stage at which the two possibilities had 
not yet been distributed as they were in Classical times: between 
nouns and proper names. 


In order to explain the origin of the attested distribution we 
must ask: what did the proper names (i.e. those which belonged to 
the a-stems) and words in -uhi have in common with the -o stems 
that at the same time distinguished them from the other a-stems? 
A closer look at the development of gender in Armenian may 
provide an answer to this question, 


13. In his study of the prehistory of the Armenian nominal 
inflection, Kortlandt (1984:100) considered the forms mioy and 
mium as originally masculine and mioj as feminine inflectional 
forms, respectively, of the numeral mi ‘one.’ I tried to find a 
confirmation of this view by studying the distribution of nouns 
accompanied by either mioy/mium or mioj in the various stem 
classes (Weitenberg:1984). This study was based on the assumption 
that the complete loss of gender which is found in Classical 
Armenian had occurred only recently; and that this loss had been 
preceded by a redistribution of gender, resulting in two gender 
classes. | 

With respect to the inherited o- and a-stems, the distribution 
of the relevant inflected forms of mi confirms what we knew 
already: | 

O-stems are "new masculine" (i.e. the result of a merger of 
inherited neuter and masculine) and do not coóccur with the "new 
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feminine" forms mioj. A-stems show two genders: normally they 
are feminine (i.e. they coóccur with mioj), but agent nouns are 
masculine (ie. they never coóccur with mioj); the distribution of 
gender in the a-stems thus continues the inherited situation (the 
masculine type nauta among the feminine a-stems). Ya-stems are 
likewise feminines; for yo-stems we have no indications as to their 
gender at the last stage of prehistoric Armenian (i.e. no instances 
with a relevant attributive inflected form of mi), but it seems 
reasonable to assume that like the o-stems, they were masculines. 
For a detailed discussion of the material and an argumentation for 
the new gender distribution I refer to the literature mentioned 
above. In the context of the present discussion I repeat that the 
linguistic motivation for the new gender distribution was 
morphological. Morphological motivation accounts for the fact that 
ayr *man and awr 'day' are "new feminine" (i.e. coóccur with 
mioj) at a certain stage, consonant stems that never possessed a 
sigmatic nominative singular were assigned to the "new feminine" 
automatically. Another example of automatic, morphologically 
motivated, gender assignment is the Syriac loan K'ahanay ‘priest,’ 
which is an i-stem. Following the principles set out above, it could 
be established that all i-stems were feminines (i.e. coóccur with 
mioj). The word k‘ahanay is used with the form mioj, and 
therefore, like all i-stems, possessed "new feminine" gender: as an 
i-stem, it was automatically assigned the gender of all i-stems at 
the time of its introduction into Armenian. It will be clear that the 
factor NATURAL SEX did not motivate the new gender 
distribution in prehistoric Armenian. 

In the case of the a-stems we meet the situation that after the 
apocope, words of a single inflectional class had a choice between 
two newly developing paradigms. In this case, the choice was made 
on the basis of the only existing differentiating feature: gender. 
The inherited masculine a-stems were assigned to the ay-paradigm. 
The ay-paradigm developed in analogy with the o-stems which 
were also masculine. The other, feminine, a-stems were assigned to 
the inflectional type am, ami. 

The distribution that we find in historical times (the 
ay-paradigm is restricted to proper names and words in -ui) is an 
ulterior development of the inherited gender difference within the 
a-stems. The inherited gender difference (male acting persons 
vs. all other words) of the *a-stems was replaced by the distinction 
actants vs. other words; the semantic feature NATURAL SEX was 
eliminated, as it was in Classical Armenian as a whole. Names of 
persons belong to the category of actants by their nature. The loss 
of NATURAL SEX as a motivating feature for gender assignment 
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entailed that all names of persons (of the a-declension) became 
"new masculine." This development also accounts for the fact that 
female agents (words in -uhi) became "new masculine"; of the two 
semantic features FEMALE SEX and AGENT, only the latter 
remained distinctive. Geographical names were incorporated within 
the new group at the last stage, when only the feature NAME was 
distinctive and the inflection of the -uhi formations became an 
anomaly. 

Therefore, what proper names (and -uhi formations) of the 
inflectional a-class shared with the o-stems was their gender. The 
two inherited genders, conforming to the general tendency of 
Armenian gender development, were preserved in the a-declension 
for longer time than in the other vocalic stem-classes because of 
the existence of a twofold paradigm. The importance of the forms 
of the type zéanaparhayn lies in their showing that within the 
a-declension the possibility of developing such a twofold paradigm 
once existed. 
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